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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SPECIAL ORDER OF MR. SCHAF-

FER, OMITTED FROM THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD OF TUES-
DAY, NOVEMBER 9, 1999

FINDING ONE CENT ON THE DOLLAR 
WORTH OF SAVINGS IN FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT SPENDING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SCHAFFER) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the majority lead-
er. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I want to spend this special order 
hour talking about two primary topics, 
one closely related to the second. That 
first topic is trying to eliminate waste, 
fraud, and abuse in the Federal Govern-
ment and in Federal spending. 

I want to start out, Mr. Speaker, by 
alerting Members to a brief history les-
son on where congressional over-
spending has gone over the last 30 
years. In fact, going back to 1970, Mem-
bers can see the line below the baseline 
here is the amount of money that the 
Congress has spent, money that it did 
not have. This is deficit quantity 
spending.

Back in 1970, we began a dangerous 
habit and trend going down here in 
1976. Here we were at almost $100 bil-
lion in deficits. We continued to drop 
and drop, spending more and more 
without regard to the cash that was on 
hand for the Federal government. We 
can see here in 1982 and 1986 the height 
of Democrat control of Congress was 
when we were on a virtually spending 
spree here in Washington. 

Then when deficits got at about their 
worst, down in this area, that is about 
the point in time that the American 
people changed their mind. This is 
when the Republican revolution took 
place. Americans were fed up with a 
Congress that year after year after 
year, from 1970 right on up to the 1992–
1993 fiscal years, had spent more money 
than it had on hand, in fact, borrowing 
from my children and the children of 
every other American in order to ap-
pease the spending appetite and habits 
of Washington. 

That ended at about this point here. 
We can see the line beginning to go up 
when a new idea, a new party was put 
in charge with majority status in Con-
gress. Members can see when we took 
over that the deficit spending began to 
ease, that we began to start moving to-
ward a goal of spending the dollars 
that we actually had on hand to run 
the legitimate purposes of the Federal 
government.

Back there in 1994 when Republicans 
took over the Congress, they promised 
in a great Contract with America that 
we would balance the budget by the 
year 2002. Well, we underpromised and 
overdelivered, because right here in 
1998 was the first year in 30 years that 
the expenditures came above the line 
here of our baseline spending. In other 
words, we began to start saving money. 

This little purple section here rep-
resents a cash surplus that we began to 
accumulate here in Washington, D.C. It 
is this surplus that has allowed us to 
do a number of things. One, it has al-
lowed us to stop borrowing the money. 
I would remind my colleagues, when we 
start borrowing money, spending more 
money than the Congress actually has 
to spend, we borrow it from some-
where, and the fund of preference for 
many, many years has been the social 
security system. 

In fact, this Congress and the White 
House has raided the social security 
trust fund, the social security system, 
to the tune of about $638 billion over a 
little bit shorter of a time frame. This 
goes back to 1984. 

Once again, we can take a look at 
where we were when we came here, and 
President Clinton continued, and this 
was the year of the tax increase, and 
the year that the Congress spent quite 
a lot of money, at the President’s in-
sistence.

Again, in 1998, this Congress got seri-
ous about stopping the raid on social 
security. Members can see the dra-
matic decrease. This is not the final 
column of the graph here, this is an ac-
tual decrease in the propensity of Con-
gress to borrow from the social secu-
rity system. This is an effort to stop 
the raid on social security. Members 
can see that that does end right here, 
this year, in 1999, the first year we 
stopped raiding the social security sys-
tem in order to pay for government. 

That is a trend we want to see con-
tinue. In fact, we want to see this line 
continue to go down further and build 
greater surpluses, including the social 
security fund. In order to accomplish 
that, we have to exercise some fiscal 
discipline right now, this year, in Con-
gress. That is the debate that is taking 
place presently between the White 
House and the Congress. 

Here is one of the suggestions we 
came up with as a Republican majority 
to avoid raiding social security, as the 
President has proposed to do. We have 
proposed that of the increase in spend-
ing that we have budgeted for this 
year, that we just tighten our belt a 
little bit. For every dollar in Federal 

spending, we are asking the Federal 
government to come up, the Federal 
bureaucrats and the Federal agencies, 
to come up with one cent in savings, in 
efficiency savings, in order to help res-
cue the social security fund and to stop 
borrowing from the social security sys-
tem.

We want to stop that raid. We think 
that out of every dollar that is spent in 
Washington, we can find that one cent 
in savings and continue to run the le-
gitimate programs and the legitimate 
services that are needed and necessary 
under our Federal system, and do it in 
a way that allows us to save social se-
curity at the same time. That is what 
that one penny on the dollar rep-
resents.

When we suggested this idea, folks 
over at the White House almost had a 
heart attack. They said, one penny on 
the dollar? We cannot possibly come up 
with one penny on the dollar in sav-
ings, because that would cripple the 
Federal government, finding this one 
cent in savings. 

Therein, Mr. Speaker, lies the dif-
ference between the Republican major-
ity in Washington and the liberal Dem-
ocrat leadership that we find down at 
the White House. We believe that the 
government can do what every Amer-
ican family does every day, work a lit-
tle harder to find that one cent sav-
ings, to just simply start realizing that 
we can be more efficient and more ef-
fective with a whole assortment of Fed-
eral programs to find that one cent. 

Again, it was a little frustrating but 
not surprising here in Washington to 
hear the various Cabinet secretaries 
say, we cannot find that one penny on 
the dollar. All of the Federal depart-
ments are so efficient, so lean, so effec-
tive, so accountable with their dollars 
that we cannot possibly find the sav-
ings necessary to save social security. 

So we, as Members of Congress, de-
cided that we would take it upon our-
selves to help. That is the point of to-
day’s special order. I appreciate Mem-
bers going through that brief history 
with me about how it is we came to the 
position we are in. It is a very relevant 
and important position to consider, be-
cause at this very moment the impasse 
in passing a budget hinges on the dif-
ference of opinion between this Con-
gress and that White House to find that 
one penny, and do it in a way that hon-
ors and respects not only the taxpayers 
of America but the children of Amer-
ica, who rely on a sound and credibly 
run government, and certainly the sen-
iors, the current retirees who rely on 
social security. 
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There are a number of great exam-

ples. One of our colleagues who I have 
been told was planning on joining us 
here issued a report out of his com-
mittee, and that report lists, assuming 
I can put my fingers on it, lists just 
agency by agency the savings that can 
be found. 

Here are some good examples. Here is 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HORN) who has arrived. In his report he sug-
gested that we could find savings in the De-
partment of Agriculture. He cited examples in 
the Department of Defense. 

The Department of Defense spent 
nearly $40 billion on programs for 15 
overseas telecommunications systems 
that cannot be fully used because the 
Department failed to obtain proper cer-
tifications and approvals from the host 
nations. That is according to a 1999 In-
spector General report. 

We found savings in the Department 
of Education, $3.3 in loan guarantees 
for defaulted student loans, according 
to one General Accounting Office 
audit. There is more. We will talk 
about more of that today. He found 
savings in the Energy Department, in 
the Health and Human Services De-
partment administration, and so on 
and so forth. 

It is not hard to find savings, to find 
that one penny, if you are devoted to 
rolling up your sleeves and doing the 
hard work of finding the money. It is 
an important proposition, I suggest, for 
this Congress and for the White House. 
Rather than fighting over the relative 
merit of saving one penny out of a dol-
lar to save social security, we ought to 
be joining in partnership and rolling up 
our sleeves together and getting down 
in the trenches at the Department of 
Education, in the Department of De-
fense, over at the Department of En-
ergy, over in health and human serv-
ices, and working together coopera-
tively to find all the efficiencies and 
savings that we possibly can to build a 
credible government for the future se-
curity of our children and for our Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HORN), who has led 
the House through this investigation of where 
these funds may be found and pointed not 
only me but other colleagues in the direction 
that we ought to look in order to find some of 
these savings. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

We have a lot of work to do, and a lot 
of work has been done by Appropria-
tions subcommittees, authorization 
committees, and the group which I 
chair is the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Management, Information, and 
Technology, which has jurisdiction 
across the executive branch. That re-
sponsibility includes ‘‘the overall econ-
omy, efficiency and management of 
government operations and activities, 
including Federal procurement.’’ [Rule 
X, clause 1(g)(6).] 

Let me provide some background on 
this, because a lot of people do not 
know it. Twenty years ago Congress es-
tablished Inspectors General in every 
cabinet department and independent 
agency. In 1993, Republicans and Demo-
crats worked on a bipartisan basis. All 
of these laws I am about to mention 
are bipartisan. Both parties worked to-
gether. Congress sought good manage-
ment. Despite those attempts, the ex-
ecutive branch does not really have 
good management. 

We had the Results and Performance 
Act in 1994 and we said, ‘‘look, we have 
to start measuring these programs. We 
sought to find what kind of results 
were these agencies having? Are they 
accomplishing the goals Congress es-
tablished when we authorized the pro-
gram, not to mention the appropria-
tions which Congress annually pro-
vides.’’

We also had a look at not only how 
they do their programs, but also could 
they give us a balance sheet. And we 
said to the executive branch that they 
have five years before they have to give 
us that balance sheet. Well, the fifth 
year was up in 1998, and what we see 
here [shows chart] is the analysis we 
gave of the various balance sheets. In 
1999, we thought the executive branch 
was a pretty sad situation. It is still 
pretty sad. 

There were only two agencies of the 
24 major agencies and departments 
that could give us a decent balance 
sheet. The first was NASA, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration. Dr. Daniel Goldin is an out-
standing administrator and a great vi-
sionary. That is a rare combination. 
The President has cut his budget sev-
eral times, but despite that he gets 
first-rate people and they met all the 
targets that we had put out there. 

Next best was the National Science 
Foundation. Those were the two A’s. 
Now we got to the B’s, three B’s: Gen-
eral Services Administration. That was 
recommended by the Hoover Commis-
sion under President Truman to con-
solidate all purchases of the executive 
branch to get various economies. Next, 
B-minus, was the Labor Department. 
They had two yeses on the three cat-
egories.

Let me say what the categories were. 
Was the financial information reliable? 
Yes or no? They either made it or they 
did not make it, and that was a judg-
ment of auditors from the General Ac-
counting Office [GAO]. The GAO is a 
major asset to Congress. Under the 
Harding administration, Congress rec-
ognized that there was a need to focus 
on management and accountability. In 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1922, 
Congress put all the auditors account-
ants together in what is known as the 
General Accounting Office, That office 
is part of the legislative branch. It pro-
vide us with the tools to conduct over-
sight not just in accounting, but with 

the Reorganization Act of 1946, Con-
gress also gave programmatic review 
authority.

However, as long as Speaker Rayburn 
was alive and Clarence Cannon was 
head of the House Committee on Ap-
propriations, they refused to let the 
General Accounting Office do anything 
in terms of program measurement re-
view. ‘‘Just stick to accounting,’’ they 
said. Reality is that we need both. 
Thus, when we looked at the balance 
sheets from the departments and agen-
cies, we examined then by asking a few 
basic questions. The first question was: 
‘‘Did the agency have a qualified opin-
ion or not?’’

The second question was effective in-
ternal controls, ‘‘Did the agency have 
them or not? Their Inspector Generals, 
which was the group I mentioned that 
started 20 years ago, do excellent work 
in noting what kind of things go wrong 
within a particular agency. 

The third question was ‘‘Are they in 
compliance with the laws and regula-
tions’’? That would mean the laws of 
Congress, the executive orders of the 
President, and the regulations issued 
by the agency head. The answer is ei-
ther yes or no. As I say, only two agen-
cies met the three ‘‘yes’’ tests: NASA 
and the NSF. We are now in the B-
minuses, they had two yeses, and that 
was GSA, Labor and the Social Secu-
rity Administration. In the 1960s when 
I was on the Senate staff, most of us 
would say that the Social Security Ad-
ministration was the best run adminis-
tration in Washington, regardless 
which party is in power in the presi-
dency. In brief Social Security gets the 
work done with about 43 million checks 
a month here and 50 million there. 

Now, the C’s start with the Depart-
ment of Energy. They had a qualified 
accounting opinion. They did not have 
effective internal controls and they did 
have some compliance with the laws. 

Next is FEMA, the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency has been a 
very well run agency with James Lee 
Witt as Director. Most of the old tim-
ers here have said that Witt is the first 
person that ever knew what he was 
doing over there. Mr. Witt came from 
Arkansas with the current administra-
tion. I think most Members that have 
dealt with him know that he is right 
there on the spot and he and his staff 
want to be helpful. 

But on this point, accounting, can 
they give us a balance sheet? FEMA 
had one yes, two noes with the three 
criteria I mentioned. 

Next is the D-plus range. That in-
cludes Housing and Urban Development 
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion. Health and Human Services, is 
also in the D-minus range. There is 
also a D-minus for the Treasury. The 
Agency for International Development 
and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs are next. 
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Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, would 

the gentleman yield? Could the gen-
tleman just repeat what the Treasury 
Department got? 

Mr. HORN. The Treasury, I am just 
getting to it. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The gentleman 
went by it rather quickly and it was 
just like this is the agency that is kind 
of the watchdog agency for how all the 
other agencies spend their money and 
they got a——

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is right on that, and we can get 
into that because we have had numer-
ous hearings on the Financial Manage-
ment Service, a key agency that serv-
ices other agency such as the Social 
Security Administration. But in terms 
of where Treasury was on this balance 
sheet, they received a qualified opin-
ion. They did not meet any of our three 
criteria. Thus, the Treasury has a D-
minus. So was the Veterans Adminis-
tration.

And then we get to the F, the dunce 
cap category, which starts with the 
Agency for International Development, 
Agriculture, the Department of De-
fense, Justice, and the Office of Per-
sonnel Management 

Now, their balance sheets probably 
came in later, but they did not meet 
the statutory limit that was set back 
in 1994. At that time I was on the Com-
mittee on Government Operations [now 
Government Reform]. We knew that 
there would be two agencies that would 
never make it. One was the Depart-
ment of Defense and the other was the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we were surprised 
that the Internal Revenue Service did 
make it and they are an agency within 
Treasury. But Treasury has a lot of 
other problems. Hopefully, they are 
coming out of that now. 

This chart provides an overview 
based on that particular law. Congress 
has passed the so-called Cohen-Clinger 
Act, which was designed to liberalize 
the purchasing of Federal goods and 
services. And we also have the statute 
requiring the chief financial officer. 
That officer is to report directly to the 
head of the agency. 

We also required a chief information 
officer to be responsible for all com-
puting and communications together 
under one person who would report di-
rectly to the Cabinet Secretary or the 
operating Deputy Secretary of the de-
partment.

We voted for these laws because we 
felt that they would result in better 
management. These actions are some-
what like the city manager movement 
that started in the 1920s. The cities 
were a mess in this country. A political 
mayor would get into office and he put 
all of his relatives on the city payrolls. 
In Cincinnati, Ohio, the city manager 
movement started. Non-political pro-
fessionals were hired to do the job. As 
was said ‘‘Garbage is not Republican or 

Democratic, we just have to get the 
garbage off the streets and out of peo-
ple’s backyards.’’

This is the approach that we have 
taken. I run a very bipartisan sub-
committee. The ranking Democrats 
since 1995 have been very cooperative 
and helpful in working on these man-
agement improvements. Congress can 
enact them, but the executive branch 
still limps along and does not face up 
to a lot of these management issues. 

An example, this was a Hoover Com-
mission recommendation during the 
Truman administration. It was a good 
one, every department should have an 
Assistant Secretary for Management. 
That person would be a professional. 
We agree with that. So when we passed 
two more laws that required agencies 
to establish a chief financial officer 
and, later, a chief information officer, 
guess what some of the agencies did. 
They just added the two to an already 
overloaded Assistant Secretary for 
Management. That is nonsense. That 
was not what Congress intended. 

Mr. Speaker, in Washington, we need 
people who are willing to work in this 
town about 12 hour days and 6 to 7 days 
a week when they are an executive 
whether a political appointee or a sen-
ior civil servant. Those are the same 
hours we work on Capitol Hill. It takes 
that energy to get the job done, and 
the executive branch does not get the 
work done because the responsibility 
has been put under one person who can-
not do one job well, let alone have two 
or three major jobs. That formula is 
made for failure. That is why the 
Treasury has had problems. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? The gentleman 
mentioned earlier that one of the key 
components and one of the newer com-
ponents is the performance audit mech-
anism that we have in place now. This 
is not just a matter of auditing funds 
for the financial management and cash 
flow management of these various 
funds. We are also now looking through 
the Inspector General at the actual 
performance of agencies. How these in-
dividuals measure up when compared 
to the expectations of the country and 
the directives that come down from the 
chief executive, the President in this 
case, and whether they comply by the 
law in order to execute the duties that 
are put to them. 

This is an important provision as 
well, because it is Congress that estab-
lishes policy for the country, not the 
President. Congress passes the law. 
And these performance audits in my 
view seem to be a critical element not 
just in making sure that we manage 
the funds right, but that these pro-
grams are being run in a way that 
more closely approximates the objec-
tives of this Congress and thereby the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the 
gentleman on that performance compo-
nent of these audits. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely correct. This is 
what I feel the most about, and I have 
had hearings on the Australian and 
New Zealand Governments. We have 
taken a team to look at what they 
have done. Those are two of the most 
reform governments in the world. 

It is interesting. They copied Prime 
Minister Thatcher, a conservative who 
made changes in the United Kingdom’s 
government. But these were both so-
cialist governments in New Zealand 
and Australia. After their election, 
they looked around at the fiscal situa-
tion and said, ‘‘Wait a minute, we do 
not know how good these programs are, 
and it looks as we project our expendi-
tures down the line, we are going to be 
in deep deficits.’’ That is exactly what 
we have been in in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, that was why in 1994, on 
a bipartisan basis, we put this perform-
ance and results law on the books. This 
is the tough one to do. Anybody can go 
out and develop a balance sheet if they 
have done their job right fiscally, but 
measurement creates a real problem. 
The only government in this country 
that has a decent measurement system 
is the State of Oregon. Minnesota is 
headed in that direction and so is 
South Carolina. We called them all in 
and said give us some advice on this. 

As I said, we can use public opinion 
polls. We want to see that the clientele 
is getting satisfaction out of whatever 
program it is. One way would be poll-
ing. One way would be to also survey 
manpower retraining, to go out and 
find did these people really get a job? 
Are they still in a job 6 months later? 
How about 1 year later? Maybe we are 
not doing the job, even though we 
think we have some great programs 
and the people running it are well-
meaning.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could ask one more question, and that 
is let us take this down to the bottom 
line and that is from a partisan per-
spective this is frankly one of the criti-
cisms Republicans get. That we bring 
charts and graphs to the floor of the 
House that deal with the accounting 
mechanisms and the detailed minutia 
of the finances of government and we 
talk about applying a business sense to 
government and these are important 
things and people believe that we care 
about this. But to the person on the 
street, they just want to know that 
these agencies are being run well. 

This can be for some people kind of 
boring, and also for our own colleagues. 
They do not want to spend the time 
going through the detail and the mo-
notony and the numbers of governing. 
But the reason we are so dedicated and 
committed to these kinds of audits and 
the professional management of a huge 
$1.6 trillion Federal Government is 
that this matters for real people. 

Mr. Speaker, I am wondering if the 
gentleman could turn this to a discus-
sion of why this matters. Who should 
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care about the efficiency and effective-
ness of our financial management, as 
well as the performance of all of these 
people running around Washington, 
D.C., with somebody else’s money? 

Mr. HORN. Well, number one the gen-
tleman has just put his finger on it and 
that is the average taxpayer ought to 
care because they are paying taxes. We 
are appropriating them. First, we are 
authorizing them. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Chairman GOODLING) is 
here. He has done a fine job in terms of edu-
cation and the workplace. And we need to 
focus in. And frankly, we need the help, and 
not enough authorizing committees have taken 
a stand and really spent the time which must 
be spent. 

This takes a lot of time. Our over-
sight subcommittee had 80 hearings in 
the last Congress. I think that is more 
than any full committee has had in 
Congress. That is because we try to dig 
into these things. Now, we have limited 
ourselves in staff. If we had kept the 
number of staff positions our friends, 
the Democrats, had for 40 years, we 
could have been able to do a lot more 
of this work. But we live with what we 
have to live with. I think we have done 
a very good job. 

The General Accounting Office has 
been first rate. I have outlined a series 
of hearings now that I want to do in 
the first 6 months of next year. I try to 
give GAO 6 months to put a team to-
gether which will go into the agencies 
and examine what is really going on. 
At the hearing I will hold, GAO will be 
my principal witness. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to point out in graphic de-
tail the reason these kinds of financial 
considerations are so important. Why 
the business details of running govern-
ment really matter. Because what we 
see in the purple below the baseline 
here is the Federal deficit for the 30 
years that the Democrats were in con-
trol of this Congress. Year after year 
after year these folks did not pay at-
tention to these details and what hap-
pened is they ended up spending far 
more money than the American tax-
payer sent to Washington. It looks like 
a geographic chart of the bottom of the 
ocean.

Mr. HORN. We could say it is the 
bear looking into the glassy lake which 
acts as a mirror and seeing a mountain 
down there. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. It sure is. And the 
proof that these kinds of details matter 
to real people starts here. This is as 
bad as it got and this is the year that 
the American people said enough is 
enough. We are sending new people to 
Washington. We are sending people to 
Washington who know how to run the 
government like a business. These 
principles are the ones that we began 
to apply here and we can see that there 
are a number of causes for this reduc-
tion in deficit spending up to the point 
where we are starting to accumulate 
surpluses.

But this is among them, because not 
only did we start talking about man-
aging the taxpayers’ money better 
through government management, we 
also talked about some of the policy 
decisions that we make, asking ques-
tions like, do we really need to spend 
all that money on all those programs? 
We found we can eliminate quite a few 
of them, and the American people do 
not miss them. They do not notice the 
difference.

We are now beginning to focus on a 
government that is more efficient that 
supports a more robust economy. That 
combination of a leaner, more effec-
tive, more legitimate governing struc-
ture in Washington, combined with a 
strong economy, is allowing this com-
bination, this partnership of a Repub-
lican vision in Congress, plus the eco-
nomic ingenuity of the American peo-
ple, to really pull ourselves up out of 
this lake and move us into the path of 
prosperity where we can start talking 
now about saving Social Security in le-
gitimate terms, providing world class 
education for our children, providing 
for a national defense that is second to 
none, and providing safety and security 
for all of our families. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, we really 
need to commend Congress, and that is 
what we are doing, but since the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman 
GOODLING) is here, he has done a lot of it in 
education, that is, give flexibility to the people 
that have to implement these programs. Gen-
erally, in the case of education as well as a lot 
of others, one goes through the State system, 
the counties, and finally the school districts. If 
one does not give them flexibility, we are in 
trouble. 

But one will find, every time we try 
to merge some of these programs and 
give the local people where the action 
is these particular dollars, one can 
then sort of figure out where one would 
like to use it. The first thing we hear 
is we cannot do that. I mean, they have 
a little niche they are protecting in the 
school district, and this is nonsense. 

I think the most successful revenue 
scheme we ever had was revenue shar-
ing. President Nixon was a big backer 
of that. Mel Laird had thought of it 
when he was a Member from Wisconsin. 
Wilbur Mills finally let it go when he 
wanted to run for President. 

But what happened, for 10 years, we 
gave counties and cities a certain al-
lotment based on population, whatever 
formula. They are in a position to 
know what their needs are. We are not, 
and neither are the executives sitting 
downtown a few blocks from us. 

Under President Reagan, regretfully, 
and the Democratic Congress had al-
ways wanted to kill it, and the lobby-
ists wanted to kill it, but the fact is 
they regretfully gave in on it. They 
never should have. They should have 
vetoed the attempt to cut it off. Be-
cause then one has got city council 
members that are elected that know 

what the needs of that city are. That is 
a contribution we have made. 

Now that we are putting more and 
more money in education, which no-
body would have ever thought we 
would provide this much money to K 
through 12 education, and it just seems 
to me that we run into the same thing 
here that people yell and scream when 
one thing is merged with the other. 
Well, it should be. It should be the peo-
ple at the grassroots, the super-
intendent, the advisors to the super-
intendent, the teachers. 

I think when we passed last year in 
this House that one puts 100 percent, 95 
percent, really, into the classroom, 
that is a real revolution in this town. 
It obviously scares the living daylights 
out of lobbyists and the Department of 
Education.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, this 
education shift that we have pushed for 
since taking over the Congress as a Re-
publican Party is an encouraging one 
for governors and for State legislators 
and for school superintendents, school 
board members, principals, and so on. 
They like the idea that we are giving 
their dollars back to them, Federal dol-
lars back to the State level, and giving 
them the flexibility and holding them 
accountable for the expenditures of 
those funds. 

But just out of curiosity, because I 
want to ask one more question about 
the Department of Education as it re-
lates to the chart, and it is an impor-
tant question because the debate we 
have right now over education with the 
White House is about this question of 
flexibility. We want to give more flexi-
bility in this budget to States to spend 
dollars on classrooms and the way Gov-
ernors and legislators and superintend-
ents, school board members, and so on 
see fit. The White House, on the other 
hand, wants to consolidate education 
authority here in Washington, D.C. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
HORN) mentioned those people running 
around Washington, the bureaucrats who are 
in charge of these agencies who the President 
would entrust the greater proportion of deci-
sion making in education, what kind of grade 
did they get in the Department of Education 
when it came to the gentleman’s audit? 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, it is really 
an F, because all of this group failed to 
respond. It is ironic that agencies de-
mand forms from everybody else. Yet, 
when Congress demands it, it needs to 
appropriate the money for the agency. 
My colleagues will remember, it was, 
did you have reliable information on 
the finance side? That was up to the 
auditors to advise us on that. Effective 
internal controls, the auditors, again, 
could write us an opinion on this and 
did. Or they just did not file. Compli-
ance with laws and regulations, both 
our staff and GAO, do that primarily. 

So what we have here is now just for 
fiscal year 1998. They have not closed 
and sent it to us for fiscal year 1999 be-
cause it has not closed yet. It will on 
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September 30th. So we look forward 
next spring to examine the balance 
sheets and ask the authorizing com-
mittees and the subcommittees on ap-
propriations to take a careful look and 
call in the people. 

The discussion cannot be only at the 
staff level. Those discussions must be 
at the Member level. We are the ones 
at the grassroots, with all due respect 
to our staff and I have a first rate one. 
We are the ones that should be eyeball 
to eyeball across the table with our ex-
ecutive counterparts and say, ‘‘Okay, 
let us take a look at it. How are you 
measuring these programs?’’ 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, we 
learned just within the last few days 
that, on the 18th of November, next 
week, the Department of Education 
will be certifying their numbers or 
complying with the audit requirements 
for the Department of Education for 
1998.

The report they are preparing to send 
up to Congress is one that suggests and 
says that the 1998 books in the Depart-
ment of Education are not auditable. 
They are not auditable. This is an im-
portant graphic and picture to show 
that, for an agency that manages ap-
proximately $120 billion in assets, when 
we include the loan portfolio as well as 
the direct appropriation of $35 billion 
annually, for an agency of that size to 
be unable to tell us how they spend 
their money is inexcusable. 

Yet, that is the answer they will give 
on the 18th when they send that report 
up to the Congress and to the General 
Accounting Office, that the books at 
the Department of Education are not 
auditable.

The chairman from the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce is here 
for that point. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, this is 
why I wanted to stop the direct lending 
programs before it gets started, be-
cause who can imagine a department in 
Washington, D.C. and this Federal Gov-
ernment running the largest bank in 
the world. I mean, it was so obvious 
that they could not do that. 

Of course what happened, as my col-
leagues know in committee, we had to 
bail them out last year. They could not 
even consolidate loans. They were be-
hind $80,000. Young people leaving col-
lege, getting a car, getting a job, get-
ting that home, consolidating their 
loans are very, very important. 

What did we have to do? We had to 
say to the private sector, you will have 
to come in and bail them out. You 
know how to do it. That is what the 
whole debate is on right now. That is 
one of the reasons we are still here, be-
cause, of course, Mr. Speaker, in his 
comments yesterday, the President 
said that, in just one year, schools 
across America have actually hired 
over 29,000 new highly trained teachers 

thanks to our class size reduction ini-
tiative.

Well, I would like them to show us 
where they are. We are having so many 
conflicting reports. Some have said 
21,000. Some have said 23,000. The 
greater city schools just put out a 
study, and they said that they got 3,500 
teachers hired in the 40th largest dis-
trict in the country, which is where 
most of these funds go is where most of 
the poverty is. 

So our debate is not over whether 
one reduces class size or whether one 
does not. No, as a parent, as an educa-
tor, I know that is important. I did 
that as a superintendent 30 years ago, 
thanks to a school board that thought 
that that was important. That is not 
the debate at all. 

The debate is over quality and flexi-
bility, because we can get ourselves 
into some more of these debts. If, after 
we go through this exercise, we end up 
having this kind of report appear in the 
newspaper, this report yesterday in the 
Daily News, New York, ‘‘Not Fit To 
Teach Your Kid; In some city schools, 
50 percent of teachers are uncertified.’’ 

Well, we know at least however many 
teachers they hired in this last year 
under this new program, we know that 
at least 10 percent were not certified. 
We have no idea how many are not 
qualified, but we know 10 percent are 
not certified. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania agree 
that the sadness of this administra-
tion, very frankly, is that they read 
too many public opinion polls, and 
they do not lead, and they do not pro-
vide leadership. That is part of the 
problem here? They mostly engage in 
public relations everyday. But what 
has happened? In other words, here 
they are criticizing our attempt to let 
the local people who know what the 
problems are to use the funds that the 
Federal Government is going to appro-
priate to them. Obviously, some funds 
can go for new teachers. Some funds 
can go for teacher professionalism and 
training. There is a dire need for com-
puting capacity. That is certainly 
needed as we go into this digital world. 

But in my State, we have thousands 
of illegal immigrant children. Where 
are we going to put them? What roof 
are we going to put over them. In the 
northeastern States, they do not have 
all the sunshine we do. They face a 
major problem. Will students have 
snow coming through the roofs that 
are not there? 

So superintendents will say, ‘‘Look, 
maybe I want a mix of this. I have to 
have that new elementary school. We 
have 5,000 children that are going to 
sign up for it.’’ That is the kind of 
numbers we are talking in Long Beach, 
California and Los Angeles. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, which 
is exactly why our committee reported 
out in a bipartisan way, they passed 

the Teacher Empowerment Act, saying 
please do not just go out and hire 
teachers to reduce class size if you can-
not find quality. Please do not go out 
and hire teachers if you do not have 
any space to put them in. Let the local 
district determine what is most impor-
tant in order to raise the academic 
achievement of all children. That is 
what the debate should be about. The 
debate is not about class size. It is 
about flexibility. It is about quality. 

The Secretary had a report today, 
and it was kind of interesting because 
he challenged us. He said, ask these 
people that got all these teachers to re-
duce class size what they think about 
it. They highlighted Jackson, Mis-
sissippi as one of them. So we called 
Jackson, Mississippi. The super-
intendent said, ‘‘Oh, of course I am for 
class size reduction.’’ She also said, ‘‘I 
loved the money. I appreciated the 
money.’’ But she said, ‘‘If I had some 
flexibility, I rather would have used a 
larger portion of these funds for tech-
nology and professional development.’’ 
Then she went on to say, ‘‘All of this 
with the goal of improving student 
achievement.’’ Now, this super-
intendent knows what is most impor-
tant.

So we called a few more. We called 
Greencastle, Pennsylvania. They got 
$39,600. They are not going to hire too 
many teachers with that $39,600. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, they are 
lucky to get one. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, what 
did he say. He said he would purchase 
software programs to provide remedial 
math and reading assistance to stu-
dents in early grades if he could have 
used that money in that manner. 

Then we called the Erie school dis-
trict. They got $796,000. They said they 
would have used it in three different 
areas. First of all, they have a pro-
gram, after school hours direct assist-
ance for students who call in who are 
having homework problems. They 
would have used some of it for that 
purpose. They would have purchased 
more advanced technology and soft-
ware to help students improve their 
academic performance. They would 
have used it for teacher training, for 
their research-based education pro-
grams, particularly as it relates to in-
corporating standards into classroom 
curriculum and lesson plans. 

Then we called West Allegheny, 
$44,900. They said they would have used 
it to create an integrated approach for 
curriculum instruction, focusing on 
early intervention programs. In es-
sence, they would use the money to de-
velop instructional approaches specifi-
cally targeted to at-risk young chil-
dren helping those students make the 
critical transition from prekinder-
garten at the present to kindergarten 
to first grade. 

Yes, we did just what the Secretary 
said. This is what they came back 
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with. They said give us the flexibility. 
Yes, we like the money. Yes, we want 
to reduce class size. But there are so 
many important things. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, the model 
on this, as my colleagues know, is what 
the President wanted, and I supported 
him on that request and developed 
same language for the COPS program. 
The real problem is where is the sec-
ond, third, and fourth year money to 
help, because it is very hard for that 
locality to provide it. So it is here 
again, and that is exactly what is going 
on here. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, when 
we talk about the appropriators appro-
priating $1.2 billion for this program, 
$1.2 billion gets 6,000 teachers. One 
says, well how come? Well, because, 
first of all, they have to pay for how-
ever many they got this year because 
they remain on that payroll. We do not 
know whether it is 5 years or 7 for ev-
erybody. From this year on, it is 7 
years. So for the $1.2 billion, we only 
get the 6,000 teachers. Again, there are 
anywhere between 15,000 and 17,000 pub-
lic school districts. There are more 
than 100,000 school buildings within 
those public school systems. 

So my colleagues can see, when we 
talk about 100,000 teachers, there has 
got to be quality, and there has to be 
flexibility. That is what the argument 
is. It has nothing to do with class size. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, maybe Con-
gress ought to pass a law that says cab-
inet officers of departments that have 
administrative problems should have 
had some administrative experience. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
had it. I have had it. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, that 
would be a good idea. 

Mr. HORN. A number of this body 
have had that experience as a governor 
or mayor. We look downtown, they 
have never done anything, many of 
them. They are just there. Some are 
simply politicians without major ad-
ministrative experience. And that is 
fine, I love politicians. 

So let me just read my first and last 
sentence and what I sent to my col-
leagues, Democrat and Republican 
today, with my fine excellent staff 
digging up all this from General Ac-
counting Office reports and inspector 
generals. I said, ‘‘Last week, President 
Clinton vetoed a bill that called for a 1 
percent cut in discretionary spending 
throughout the Federal Government, 
saying the loss would place too great a 
burden on American families.’’ So I end 
this with, ‘‘The President’s concern 
about American families is best served 
by insisting that the departments and 
agencies under his command run their 
financial affairs in a responsible busi-
nesslike manner.’’

Now, he is the chief executive of the 
government of the United States. In-
stead of taking trips every day, going 
almost everywhere, and still acting 

like he is running for an election, he 
ought to be really rolling up his 
sleeves, getting his people around the 
table, and saying, ‘‘Look, folks, we 
only have about a year more, let us 
leave a legacy of which we can be proud 
of.’’ That is what he should be doing. 
That is what an executive would do. 

Mr. GOODLING. And I would like 
him also to remember back, because, 
Mr. Speaker, in his book Putting Peo-
ple First, during the 1992 campaign, the 
chapter on education says this, ‘‘Grant 
expanded decision-making powers to 
the school level, empowering prin-
cipals, teachers and parents with in-
creased flexibility in educating our 
children.’’ That is what he said back in 
his book as he ran for president in rela-
tionship to what a president should be 
bringing forth here in government. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, just to 
point out, I read that same report and 
managed to have that highlighted and 
blown up here for Members of the 
House to be reminded of the Presi-
dent’s position back when he was can-
didate Clinton. But now as President 
Clinton his opinion is quite different. 

Mr. GOODLING. I agree with that 100 
percent. He also said as governor, when 
he was talking about flexibility and 
local control, and this is very inter-
esting, ‘‘There is a consensus emerging 
that we ought to focus on goals that 
measure performance rather than 
input. Instead of saying we ought to 
have small classes in the lower grades, 
we say, here is what children should 
know when they get out of grade 
school.’’ That is the end of his quote, 
and I agree 100 percent with that also. 

But that is different than what we 
are confronted with now. And, again, I 
cannot emphasize enough that the ar-
gument has nothing to do with class 
size. The argument has to do with 
flexibility and quality. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. If I could point out, 
with respect to education, it is impor-
tant to remember at this point in time 
in the debate between the Congress and 
the White House on this budget that 
there is no disagreement either fun-
damentally on the amount of money to 
be spent. 

Mr. GOODLING. In fact, we propose 
more.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Our proposal is sig-
nificantly more for education than 
what the White House had suggested. 
The debate, then, really does come 
down to this flexibility question. 

Mr. GOODLING. And quality. 
Mr. SCHAFFER. And we understand 

throughout the country that there are 
some districts where class size reduc-
tion is important, where they would 
like to use the money to hire more 
teachers. But that is not true in all dis-
tricts throughout the country. 

And what happens is when we tell 
districts whether they need the new 
teachers or not that they must hire 
them with the money, what happens is 

districts just spend the cash, because 
that is what the law says they must do. 
They spend the cash on anybody, 
whether they need that teacher or not. 

And what happens is we end up with 
the headline, like the chairman is 
showing us right now, telling us that 
there are teachers in America now who 
are not fit to teach. And the reason is 
there is a huge pile of cash here in 
Washington, and the President sends it 
back to the States and says they can-
not spend it on computers, if they want 
computers, and they cannot spend it on 
training if they need to do training, 
and they cannot spend it to fix the 
leaky roof, if the roof needs fixed; he 
says they must spend it on the teachers 
that he decides they must hire, wheth-
er they need them or not. And this is 
the headline we see when we spend 
money, the people’s money, in such a 
reckless sort of way. 

We are trying to turn these headlines 
around into positive headlines by put-
ting principals and superintendents in 
charge of the money, because they are 
the ones who know the teachers’ 
names, they are the ones who know the 
names of the students and the families, 
they are the ones who know what 
schools need. The President, I assure 
my colleagues, does not have a clue 
what schools in my State need, and I 
am doing everything I can, which is 
why we are here at 11 p.m. at night 
eastern time, fighting for our children, 
because we believe that these children 
really do matter and they deserve our 
help.

Mr. GOODLING. The tragedy here is 
that 25 percent of this 50 percent may 
be very, very capable individuals. And 
if they could take the money to prop-
erly prepare them, to teach the math 
and the science, to teach the reading, 
they could save them and they could 
have quality teachers in the classroom. 

But that is not what we say. We say, 
here, take the money and reduce class 
size. And when I said, but California 
tried that and they got all messed up, 
the response was, well, they tried to do 
it too quickly. Well, this city did not 
try to do it too quickly. This is over 
years and years and years. And so all 
we need to do is give the kind of flexi-
bility and then demand quality and de-
mand accountability, and they will do 
well.

Mr. HORN. Well, I agree with the 
gentlemen, that is what we are trying 
to do to the executive branch in gen-
eral of this Federal Government. It is 
sad, as I said earlier, that the Presi-
dent rules by polls instead of ruling by 
the instincts he had when he was gov-
ernor and experienced these problems. 
They seem to have been forgotten. 

In the early 1980s, I met the Presi-
dent. He was not the President then, he 
was a governor. And I met him because 
the business of the Higher Education 
Forum was trying to put its finger on 
what is wrong with the whole job situa-
tion in America, and part of, we said, 
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must be the K–12 problem. And we 
asked the staff to go get two experts 
that would talk on this subject who are 
dealing with it. And we had governor 
Cane of New Jersey and Governor Clin-
ton of Arkansas. 

The membership of this was 40 of us 
were university presidents and 40 were 
CEOs from the top 100 American cor-
porations. And the TRW CEO was the 
one that went to President Reagan and 
said, look, we have to face up to the K–
12 situation, and the President was 
very supportive of that. But what we 
have here is we have spent, what, $2 
billion more this year than anybody 
would have expected in education? We 
have done the same thing in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health under the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER). 

And I was particularly pleased, as a 
former university president, where the 
Pell Grants are, that we have upped 
the maximum every year, and this is 
the first time that has ever happened 
in Congress. The Democrats did not do 
it, the Republicans did. And I know 
how important those grants are if 
young people in financial need are 
going to get a decent education. 

Now, one of the problems here is debt 
collection. The gentleman mentioned 
some of the accounting messes that are 
in the student loan program. The 
major bill I have put on the books 
since coming here was the debt collec-
tion bill. And when we did a test one 
time, we found out one person that was 
getting a Pell Grant classified as a mil-
lionaire on his income tax. And we 
could have a lot of little things like 
that that run one tape against the 
other and we can find it. 

But what is needed is to have ac-
countability, as the gentleman said. 
These are not grants, these are loans. I 
am all for grants, if we had the money, 
but we do not have the money and we 
have to revolve that money coming 
back from the loan. 

Mr. GOODLING. And as the gen-
tleman knows, when we reauthorized 
the Higher Education Act, we specifi-
cally placed in the Department of Edu-
cation someone who knows something 
about student loans and told him that 
he was not involved in policy; that he 
is involved in the business of making 
sure that that system runs properly, so 
that we do not have the foul-up we had 
last year when we had to bail them out 
in their direct lending program. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Well, the need to 
bail out the program under the Clinton 
administration is easy to understand 
when we just review the findings of the 
committee chaired by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HORN). He found that 
in fiscal year 1997, the Federal Government 
spent more than $3.3 billion on loan guaran-
tees for defaulted student loans, and that is 
according to the General Accounting Office 
audit. 

In addition, the Department had 
overpaid 102,000 students Pell Grants, 

totaling $109 million. The audit also 
found that 1,200 students falsely 
claimed veterans’ status to increase 
their eligibility to the program. That 
cost taxpayers almost $2 million. 

So the necessity is very obvious here 
when it comes to managing these loan 
programs. And just squeezing that one 
penny out of the dollar in efficiency 
that we are looking for, we know where 
to find it, and we are on to a worth-
while strategy to try to accomplish 
that. But the Department of Education 
is probably the best place we could 
start looking, because, as I mentioned 
earlier, their financial books are not 
even auditable for 1998. And so that 
ought to send up a red flag and tell us 
that there is probably a little bit of 
waste, fraud, and abuse, just like the 
examples the chairman found, and we 
are going to go look for more. 

Mr. HORN. Well, good luck. We will 
be right behind you. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would also like to add one more obser-
vation from a governor, the governor 
from California, Governor Gray Davis. 

Now, Governor Gray Davis is not one 
who agrees with us on a day-to-day 
basis on a great many issues. He is a 
pretty classic Democrat, very liberal, 
and one who agrees typically with the 
President of the United States. But 
when he was on Meet the Press earlier 
this year, here is what he said about 
this notion of having the President tell 
him that he must spend his money, the 
State’s money, on hiring new teachers. 
Here is what Governor Davis said from 
California.

‘‘Secretary Riley,’’ the Secretary of 
the Department of Education, ‘‘was 
telling me about the $1.2 billion that 
was appropriated to reduce class size to 
18 in the first three grades. Now, in 
California, this is one of the few areas 
where we’re ahead in public education. 
We’re already down to 20 per class size 
in K–4. So that money, which is sup-
posed to be earmarked to an area 
where we’ve already pretty much 
achieved the goal, would best serve re-
ducing class size in math and English 
in the 10th grade.’’ 

But, of course, the Governor cannot 
spend the money on the tenth grade as 
he would like because the President 
will not let him. 

The Governor goes on. ‘‘So if Wash-
ington says to the states, you must im-
prove student performance and we’ll 
give you the money, that will give all 
the governors the flexibility to get the 
job done.’’ 

Well, what the Governor pointed out 
in that last quote is the Republican 
plan. Our plan is to give the governors 
the flexibility. The Governor of Cali-
fornia is at the other end of the coun-
try that way. He is about as far away 
from here as you can get. And the no-
tion that the people here in Wash-
ington should tell the Governor way 
over there in California what is in the 

best interest of the Governor’s stu-
dents and his constituents is ludicrous. 

Mr. HORN. Governor Davis is pur-
suing an excellent policy, the same 
that was started by Governor Wilson, 
his Republican predecessor. And let me 
tell you, it has made a difference, par-
ticularly in reading. It started in the 
lowest grade and it moved up one grade 
each year. Teachers are much happier, 
and I have seen them with glee as they 
have the opportunities and time, that 
is what counts, to work with young 
people.

Governor Wilson started that and 
that was a major breakthrough. And of 
course, it is State money, not Federal 
money, that basically supports Amer-
ican K–12 education. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the chairman of the 
Committee on Education to comment 
if he would just on the politics of this 
education because I think many par-
ents who are sitting at home and 
thinking about their children waking 
up in the morning and going to school, 
they might be packing tomorrow’s 
lunch right now and preparing it for 
their children, tucking them into bed, 
and making sure that they are pre-
pared to go to school in the morning, 
those parents who think about these 
issues, they do not believe this, they 
just cannot understand why there are 
people here in Washington who want to 
consolidate all the education authority 
here in Washington to put the people in 
charge who earn an F on a financial 
and performance audits and do so at 
the expense of the classroom teachers 
who we trust. 

My colleague have been here a few 
years, a few more years than I have, 
and he as the chairman has been able 
to see inside the capital, the politics 
taking place, the lobbying taking 
place.

What kind of special interests drives 
such a bizarre agenda that would sug-
gest that these people here in Wash-
ington know better than my child’s 
teacher out in Colorado? 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the greatest problems I have always 
had since I have been here in Wash-
ington is that the people who lobby in 
Washington for different groups, they 
are totally out of touch with what is 
going on back in the local area. 

We got this letter on the Straight A’s 
from the National School Boards Asso-
ciation. Unbelievable. I wrote back and 
I said, you do not express what my 
school board members are saying back 
in my district. But it is consolidation 
of power in Washington. And that is 
the argument here. 

The argument has nothing to do, as I 
said, with class size. It is flexibility 
and quality and not consolidating that 
power.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Straight A’s bill, for those of our col-
leagues who may not remember the ac-
tual debate, the Straight A’s bill is a 
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Republican initiative designed to cut 
the strings and red tape for States so 
that States, in a grand scale, can begin 
to spend Federal education dollars on 
the programs that a governor or State 
legislature may choose. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, the 
greatest problem I had as a super-
intendent with Federal funds is that 
the auditor never came out to see 
whether you were accomplishing any-
thing, whether children were improv-
ing at all, whether the academic stand-
ards were going up, or anything else. 
They only came out to see did the pen-
nies go exactly where they in Wash-
ington said the pennies should go. 

So you would get all these little pro-
grams. You could not consolidate any 
of them. You could not commingle any 
of the funds. If you did, you were in 
real trouble. So you had all these little 
programs doing nothing, when you 
knew and your teachers knew and the 
parents knew that if you could consoli-
date some of those programs, you could 
really improve the academic achieve-
ment of children. You could not do it 
because that is not what the auditors 
were interested in. 

Mr. HORN. Well, would my colleague 
not say one of the problems is also the 
Washington professional staffs of some 
of these lobbies? In other words, if they 
can raise cane with their grass roots 
dues payers, they will have a job next 
year and they will have a bigger staff 
next year? 

That is part of the problem. They do 
not want to admit that we know some-
thing because we are in the grass roots. 
We walk in schools. Most of them do 
not go out and walk into schools and 
see what is happening. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, those 
organizations are well represented here 
in Washington. There are hundreds, if 
not thousands, of lobbyists rep-
resenting these organizations that are 
for the bureaucratic structure. They 
represent various vestiges of this grand 
education bureaucracy. 

And my colleague is absolutely right. 
The three of us here are a legitimate 
threat to those bureaucrats. We want 
to help them find a new line of work. 
We would prefer to see our teachers 
back home, our principals, and our su-
perintendents have more authority to 
help educate our children. And we care 
about that. 

These lobbyists roaming the halls 
right outside the doors here and over in 
the committee meetings, they harass 
you as you walk down the hallway try-
ing to get you to keep all this author-
ity and power in Washington so that 
they can manipulate it and they can 
derive their power from these rules and 
regulations.

Well, the children really do not have 
lobbyists around here. All they have 
are us. I am proud to take up that chal-
lenge. I am proud to represent children 
in American schools today who deserve 

a good quality, first rate education. 
They deserve teachers who are not con-
strained by the rules of Washington 
but are able to have the full liberty to 
teach and where children have the free-
dom to learn. 

I have got four of these children my-
self. They are getting ready for bed 
right now out in Colorado, where it is 
9:18; and they will be getting up shortly 
and heading off to school in a public 
school tomorrow. And I want those 
teachers to have the greatest amount 
of academic liberty. I do not want 
these people running around the hall-
ways here to decide what is in the best 
interest of my children. 

That is what the Straight A’s bill 
represented. It was a bill to help local 
schools do better. Those who oppose 
the Straight A’s, those who were in 
favor of the President’s plan also to de-
fine how these monies will be spent are 
really not in favor of children. And 
that is the difference of opinion that 
we are proud to stand on the side of 
children.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, children do 
not pay dues. That is what it gets down 
to.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the following ‘‘dear colleague’’ letter:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC, November 9, 1999. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: Last week, President 

Clinton vetoed a bill that called for a 1 per-
cent cut in discretionary spending through-
out the Federal Government, saying the loss 
would place too great a burden on American 
families. The one-penny-on-the-dollar budget 
cut would not have affected entitlement pro-
grams, such as Social Security, Medicare or 
welfare programs. Meanwhile, however, the 
ongoing financial waste in the Government 
far exceeds the proposed 1 percent cut. The 
following list is merely a sampling of the 
problems found within the departments and 
agencies of the executive branch, all of 
whom report to the President. Unless other-
wise noted, examples were received in testi-
mony before the Subcommittee on Govern-
ment Management, Information, and Tech-
nology. Some of the waste in Cabinet depart-
ments and agencies are: 

Agriculture—In FY 1997, the department 
erroneously issued about $1 billion in food 
stamp overpayments, amounting to approxi-
mately 5 percent of the entire food stamp 
program. (GAO Report) 

Defense—The department spent nearly $40 
billion on programs for 15 overseas tele-
communications systems that cannot be 
fully used because the department failed to 
obtain proper certifications and approvals 
from the host nations, according to a 1999 in-
spector general audit. (DOD OIG Report) 

In September 1997, the Defense Depart-
ment’s inventory contained $11 billion worth 
of unneeded equipment. (GAO Report) 

Over the last three years, the Department 
of the Navy wrote off $3 billion of inventory 
lost in transit. (GAO Report) 

During a five-year period, defense contrac-
tors voluntarily returned $4.6 billion in over-
payments the department failed to detect. 
(GAO Report) 

The Defense Department spent an esti-
mated $54 million on newly developed indoor 
firing ranges that are not being used. (DOD 
OIG Report) 

Education—In FY 1997, the Federal Gov-
ernment spent more than $3.3 billion in loan 
guarantees for defaulted student loans, ac-
cording to a GAO audit. In addition, the de-
partment had over-paid 102,000 students Pell 
grants totaling $109 million. The audit also 
found that 1,200 students falsely claimed vet-
eran status to increase their eligibility to 
the program, costing taxpayers $1.9 million. 
(GAO Report) 

Energy—Between 1980 and 1996, the Depart-
ment of Energy spent more than $10 billion 
for 31 systems acquisition projects that were 
terminated before completion. (GAO Report) 

Health and Human Services—The Health 
Care Financing Administration erroneously 
spent $12.6 billion in overpayments to health 
care providers in its Medicare fee-for-service 
program during FY 1998 (the most recent 
available). HCFA has not yet assessed the 
potential problem in its $33 billion Medicare 
Managed Care program or $98 billion Med-
icaid program. 

Housing and Urban Development—The de-
partment estimated that it spent $857 mil-
lion in 1998 in erroneous rent subsidy pay-
ments in FY 1998, about 5 percent of the en-
tire program budget. (HUD OIG Report) 

A General Accounting Office report sug-
gests HUD’s FY 1999 budget request for $4.8 
billion to renew and amend Section 8 tenant-
based assisted housing contracts could have 
been reduced by $489 million. 

Interior—The Bureau of Land Management 
spent an estimated $411 million on its Auto-
mated Land and Mineral Record System over 
a 15 year period, only to discover that the 
major software component, the Initial Oper-
ating Capability (IOC), failed to meet the bu-
reau’s business needs. The bureau decided 
not to deploy IOC and is now analyzing 
whether it can salvage any of the $67 million 
it spent on system software. (GAO Report) 

Justice—The U.S. Marshals Service was 
unable to locate 2,775 pieces of property 
worth nearly $3.5 million, according to a 1997 
inspector general audit. In addition, the 
agency’s inventory contained nearly 5,070 
items, valued at more than $4 million, that 
were unused. (DOJ OIG Report) 

Labor—From 1995 to 1997, the department 
spend $1 billion on its Job Corps program, 
only to later discover that 76 percent of its 
graduates had been laid off, fired or quit 
their first jobs within 100 days of being hired. 
(DOL OIG Report) 

Transportation—The Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration spend $4 billion on an air traffic 
modernization program that didn’t work, 
and was shut down before completion. The 
GAO remains concerned about the agency’s 
poor accounting, and lack of control over as-
sets and costs as the agency proceeds with 
its new $42 billion Air Traffic Modernization 
program.

Treasury—The IRS estimates it can collect 
only 11 percent of $222 billion in delinquent 
taxes owed the Government. 

Veterans Affairs—An estimated $26.2 mil-
lion a year in overpayments could be pre-
vented if the Veterans Benefit Administra-
tion’s policy (VBA) and procedures were re-
vised and cases were properly processed, ac-
cording to the department’s inspector gen-
eral. In 1995, the VBA waived $11.6 million in 
beneficiary debts owed to the VA, even 
though there was no evidence of records to 
support the actions. (GAO Report) 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation—
Currently, the States of California and Flor-
ida are holding as unclaimed property about 
$3.3 million that belongs to the FDIC or its 
receiverships. Similar problems were identi-
fied in 23 of the 24 states audited, for which 
no value was determined. (OIG Report) 
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Officer of Personnel Management—In the 

last three years, the agency’s inspector gen-
eral issued 128 reports, questioning $280.3 
million in inappropriate charges to the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program. 
(OPM OIG Report) 

Small Business Administration—The agen-
cy requested and received a FY 1997 appro-
priation that included $50 million more than 
it needed for its $7.8 billion loan guarantees 
for the general business loan program. (GAO 
Report)

Social Security Administration—During 
FY 1998, the department erroneously spent 
$3.3 billion in Supplemental Security Income 
overpayments. (GAO Report) 

These examples illustrate the fact that 
every department and agency in the Federal 
Government can find savings if they are will-
ing to tighten their belt and undergo greater 
management scrutiny and better use of tax-
payer’s funds. That has been my goal since 
arriving in Washington. It is a goal that I be-
lieve that we all share. The President’s con-
cern about American families is best served 
by insisting that the departments and agen-
cies under his command run their financial 
affairs in a responsible, business-like man-
ner.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN HORN,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Government 
Management, Information, and 

Technology.

f 

HONORING THE TOP TEN BUSI-
NESS PROFESSIONAL WOMEN OF 
THE YEAR 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 9, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Robyn Black, Pilar De 
La Cruz, Jan Outlar-Edwards, Marvell French, 
Edna Garabedian, Valerie Rae Hannerman, 
Annette La Rue, Margaret Mims, Judy Sakaki, 
and Gloria Williams as the Top Ten Business 
Professional Women of the Year. 

Robyn A. Black is a Legislative Advocate at 
Aaron Read & Associates. Robyn is a fourth 
generation family farmer and has spent much 
of her life working on behalf of California agri-
culture. She believes in helping others ‘‘find 
their voice’’ in order to advocate their beliefs 
and effect change. Her tenure as Chair of the 
State’s Industrial Welfare Commission under 
Governor Wilson taught her ‘‘that you need to 
stand by your decisions when you believe you 
have done your best.’’

Pilar De La Cruz, RN, B.S.N. is Vice Presi-
dent, Ed Development/Human Resources at 
Community Medical Centers. Pilar is first, fore-
most, and proudly, a Registered Nurse, al-
though she serves our community in many ca-
pacities. Pilar has been instrumental in found-
ing the Jefferson Job Institute for Community 
Medical Centers, an entry-level job training 
program for low-income parents of school-age 
children. Through this program parents gain 
self-confidence skills and pride which helps 
them obtain employment in the community. 
The program has grown to include two other 
schools and is one of the most successful pro-
grams in Fresno County for getting people 
back to work. 

Jan Outlar-Edwards, M.S. is Media Director 
of Gottschalks. Jan says that ‘‘Real success is 
a collaborative effort.’’ The success Jan has 
experienced in her profession is a direct result 
of collaboration with those who have traveled 
before and were kind enough to stop and take 
the time to teach her. She has spearheaded 
several programs such as ‘‘Coats for Kids’’ 
and volunteers with the Fresno High Men-
toring Program. Networking is one of Jan’s 
passions. 

Marvell French is Senior Vice-President/
Sales Administrator of Regency Bank. Marvell 
is president of the American Cancer Society, 
a member of the American Heart Association, 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Council, and CARE 
Fresno, where she will oversee their annual 
fund-raiser, the Police and Firefighter of the 
Year Annual Ball. Marvell’s goal and commit-
ment to her business and community is to 
make a difference and bring about positive 
change. 

Edna Garabedian is the Artistic Director at 
the Fresno International Grand Opera. Edna 
believes education is the core of human expe-
rience. Her most significant contribution has 
not been the furthering of her own career, but 
the educational enrichment of others. Her vi-
sion and more than four years of hard work 
have become reality in the creation of the 
Fresno International Grand Opera. Her work 
with F.I.G. has allowed Edna to work with at-
risk youths in our community and inspire a 
sense of confidence and direction in their 
lives. 

Valerie Rae Hanneman is Director of Fiscal 
Services of Central California Legal Services. 
Valerie believes in giving people a helping 
hand, taking a chance on them, and applaud-
ing their success. She has made it a practice 
in her career to hire people who need a help-
ing hand and encourages similar hiring 
throughout her organization. Valerie’s philos-
ophy carries over into her volunteer capacity 
with CARE Fresno where she is a lead site di-
rector. She directs and coordinates the pro-
gram, but more importantly, interacts with the 
children. 

Annette La Rue is a Retired Judge. 
Throughout her career as an attorney and 
judge, Annette has encouraged women to 
‘‘take the next step’’ in the law profession by 
starting their own practices and running for 
judgeships. Her years of service have resulted 
in many awards, including the Fresno County 
Bar Association Bernard E. Witkin Lifetime 
Achievement Award and the 1999 Outstanding 
Hastings Law School Alumnus of the Year. 
Annette is a founder of the Salvation Army 
Rosecrest home for women substance abus-
ers, co-chairs the Rotary Club’s environmental 
committee, and sits on the Fresno Phil-
harmonic board. 

Margaret Mims is Deputy Sheriff Lieutenant 
of Fresno County Sheriff’s Department. Mar-
garet was hired in 1980 as the first female offi-
cer for the Kerman Police Department; Mar-
garet is now the first woman Deputy Sheriff to 
be promoted to the rank of lieutenant. She has 
worked hard throughout her career to improve 
victim advocacy, and has been instrumental in 
integrating community-based organizations 
with law enforcement. Margaret worked to ob-
tain a grant and initiated a program to place 
advocates in police agencies. Her idea of 

placing advocates in police agencies has been 
used as a model for rape counseling service 
agencies throughout California. 

Judy K. Sakaki, Ph.D., is Vice President for 
Student Affairs and Dean of Students at Cali-
fornia State University, Fresno. Judy is the 
highest-ranking Asian-American woman ad-
ministrator in the California State University 
system. As Vice President for Student Affairs 
at CSU, Fresno, she has been able to help 
students from diverse backgrounds succeed 
by creating services and programs which meet 
their needs. She is most proud of the help she 
provides students, encouraging them to talk 
with each other irrespective of racial or ethnic 
differences, to share their feelings of anger, 
helplessness, and hope. 

Gloria Williams is Vice President/Designated 
Nurse Executive at Valley Children’s Hospital. 
Gloria has used her leadership abilities to ef-
fect innovative change in her profession and 
community. She was named as one of the 
Top Ten Nurses in the state by NurseWeek 
Magazine in 1994, and this year was ap-
pointed to their Executive Advisory Board. She 
is a member of the Board of Directors for the 
Alternative Sentencing Program and is in-
volved in overseeing screening activities that 
place people in rehabilitation programs as an 
alternative to prison time. Gloria currently 
leads a nursing task force to implement accel-
erated nursing degree programs and designs 
curriculum for classes at Fresno City College 
and CSU/Fresno. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to honor the Top Ten 
Business Professional Women of the Year for 
1999. Each one of these women have gone 
above and beyond their professional jobs to 
provide services and create programs for the 
community. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
wishing the Top Ten Business professional 
Women many more years of continued suc-
cess.

f 

CENTRAL NEW JERSEY RECOG-
NIZES CHARLES WOWKANECH 

HON. RUSH D. HOLT
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 9, 1999

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in rec-
ognition of Charles Wowkanech, who has 
served the labor movement in a variety of ca-
pacities over the last 25 years. Since January 
of 1997, Mr. Wowkanech has led local union 
members as the president of the New Jersey 
State AFL–CIO. 

Mr. Wowkanech began his career as a busi-
ness representative for the International Union 
of Operating Engineers Local 68 in West 
Caldwell, NJ. There he was responsible for or-
ganizing and negotiating contracts covering 
employee health benefits plans statewide in 
industrial and commercial complexes. After 
joining the NJ state AFL–CIO in March of 
1990, Mr. Wowkanech served for 6 years as 
assistant to the president, representing the or-
ganization on health insurance matters and in 
all related legislative activities. 

Mr. Wowkanech also served on the New 
Jersey Health Care Cost Reduction Advisory 
Committee and participated in the Health Care 
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